REMARKS 

Ohmetum to sp^cifd-atiou 

l*bi bvaasoo dmxv\ .atemmn to Ac hofethal on § " 

In response, Applicant has amended the paragraph by deleting the hyperlink. 

Applicant submits that the specification is now consistent with the guidelines set forth it 
MFEF 608.01 YO. 

Se^mm tda ot el-urn I 

Aos th b to teach suggo* as le.oa of du hn-eaennn •> ,n"ehnsa I I bu v ,ne the a^ 

o-t^MoVh Ugthesomeve to n r o,*i v ! oho- f ^dme^po- V;,n da*! ipn.abnet 

transtrumers, each transformer corresponding to a unique iranolorroanooA 

\ppheaat d\< jnos s .menKu, to c \> ^ mao^o / 1 pahu dime *; 0 „ o^c»m *u bm >at <L 

object. ' J 

/Aa.s ; teaches data exchauge between two pubhsb and subscribe ("PUB/SUB") domains 
using the internet These two PUB/SUB domains, labeled "DOMAIN 1 " and "'DOMAIN 2" m FI€ 
h are shown at opposite ends that figure? bach Fi.lB/Sl.)'B domain includes a broker 16, 17 that 
relays messages between publishers and subscribers. These publishers and subscribers include 
several process adapters 18, 19 and one channel adapter 14, IS for each PUB/SUB domatna 

I i t \ ^ ^ - , ^ ^ s , o \ ^ 

Examiner appears to regard this exchange of messages as publishing and subscribing. 

Ib-v e^ c\ A ^ oveUs b ^vic.n dci uao-\mtn ^ ^w.ii. "be - ae^ ee hemeoo 




"Note that the terms publish and subscribe should not be used v;\ describing the 

The Examiner appears to regard org; 4ai& exchange whatsoever between two computm, 
eoaueo .o" a p»J ho 'no.! K -*ne aoh a snh-e^pooa K Ov >>1 > s 

Applicant agrees that the Examiner most apply the broadest reasonable meaning to botf 
publishing and sisbsctibing. But the proposed meaning is unreasonable because it swahows eve 
v v ^ x \ y v o \ >. o.x \e x V ^ s 

iuho $h.sn K\ puhhe uaoa aso °uKs npo^n Tae prepwed vOO-^rjer^^a i » buaeanc avmsn>h\ 
run^asonabde. 

Moreover, the PTO is required to apply the broadest reasonable inierpreia don : \:onso:U: 
with the interpretation that those skilled In the art would reach."' 

so dov ,k« o,!^s b in vhhe K eru k a oob;vr\ FT! u^ dv .<n ok- ,e i>K W ;vaee- n a : 
exchange of m essages between the channel adapters 14, 15 is neither pubMshrng nor subscribe: 
This Is consistent with teachings throughout b?.;.v": For example. hFo: teaches: 

(1) s ^ v. ^vS n { ^ V ^ y\s 

within ds own doroainF 

"'facilities the publishing of events to tin- broker from the cbanael adapter and also 
the subscription to events from the broker; 5 " 



Cormghi, Ida F,3d 1353 (Fed. (Ft 1999). 




(3 5 m,a d- » m u moo d-scdvOd n a ^MC;o mot ^npht*e - tm 5 p^n^m 
ncmodkd ami 

computer system or domam' sv (and hence not between PUB/SUB domains}. 

Applicant requests that the Examiner provide ars explanation for why publishing ami 
s . oe a- m be ^n^uscd : a u nonou oxvmoteai o nh tU ok,n macboop m b\o. c 

Having drawn attention to m.mv s N. failure to teach or suggest the claimed publishing su 
x v it nm dran,x .amntam a> b\m <■ bah m V mum • * mg^m "psm ibmp a oambsp od 

Ihmemn dm ehanne' id tpM 14 bo v > no." ooovHmnb to o unmue onon aa-m tana b- 
pamecda, ■ jch - haaooi ud,Hma M bmmrm ,5 ..onhpnmm -r t mmmm. 2t< x vo bit- d- dna d.o- 
s ,m vn v v v n m v » immmm w oo no o v Wn\ ' ^ m N - ^ " 

is dK"!os\>''^ ep|x\!.m thai tho * haasm! achipte; 14 ooon. not * onxspond "to uakp.se 
a tnNton-n.nn'ts " h; thed ,n cos-don: v -\\sc *>. oh mne. „bupm" 14 <. ,50 he ;epmpraamicb m 
incorporate many different protocols, 

V V V sO 0 \ 0 ' H NO V ^ ^ S \ V O^ V O^N \ NN v NN y 

dad' to maco os Namc;u the davpumu hnmononN- 1 knn\, dm p>\mmvd coi>Umtumm of**, Umo 
mmib -mil tad a> modi the m oomo! mvmttoa 

hmo. ekam i 8 preamble. 



CIs.dm.ii 2-17 all depend on claim 1 and are allowable lor at least fee reasons set form 
above hi connection with claim 1 , 

S^nsea Kfoemm ol eLnm\ urn! eH 

gVo i eh M se tvb o; mj^-,^ cubes ^m^^'W dse coroeooe m*a;e oHk^j v a 

me conmuinkation channel/' 

xx . residue ixn'ueuLr ,cmnnonio .v.. > * OskTi- n\^l 'YoMeea a: U v. o^eru-o 
format daet ofoeot *v a ^enmnancasoa chenuel 

u.e-xsege :e Ik eUan channel an.rgvr 15 k;v^ ihe murou 1 1 1 Kn m^saee x*.oe,o" K ^ , n 
TCP/IP or some other protocol. The Examiner also appears to regard an object transmitted, with 
this protocol as befog a "common format data. object" because foe protocol is understood by both 
channel adapters 14 15. 

V> ah' ^ o m veua-x*. u-x x^ n'a ehnm I N >k.>\\ heusob naies UuU UlC o-nauom 
between channel adapters 14, 15 is neither pubhshiognor subscribing. Applicant requests that 
the Examiner explain why it is proper to construe such communication as publishing and 
subscribing when oV/cr expressly states that it is neither. 

The only publication earned out in Bast occurs when the channel adapter H s 15 provides 
data to its corresponding .domain specific PUB/SUB broker It?, 17. However, foe data fous 
published is no longer comomnioated using TCP/IP, winch the Examiner regards as being foe 
e- -ariaon forma* 1 herenteo ea. d.Ue p.e^u oco^een ihe eh.mnel ao pm-> t-g \ % ,>ad j,> 
eouespoudma bivkxr to I " c.nanv lv , t v V-mna>o fgrmal daui eha etf 

Having pointed out why Bass tails to teach ''publishing the common format data object to 
the communication channel" we now turn to explaining why itasr also feds to teach "receiving a 
request from a subscribing application to subscribe to the communication channel" 




The Examiner regards this as occurring w^bnn the broker 17 hs>s the channel adapter IS as 
a subscriber. But in thai case, the channel would exfend between the broker 1? and the channel 
ee>ne$ 15, and noi Kvauo fa*. *v*o \baun*b udap*en\ 14 IS 

tK b\ ansae; hn* *hrcn*h nknnued dv v \ onnneoseono ■> *.hnnn,r of ekna; I 0 nab Ha 
ouwob\ c-onectam 'Vtv,o.a (he pan of ea care* tb rpfeo- H, 15 Hoi ^hne cheese .uhcac 15 
subscribes to a channel it subscribes to a channel between the broker .17 aad ibnbC. This is not 
ibe °.nne *•* d^e aaoesk *oo we'sos* beiv*. con the pass channel *a1apless 14 15 'hemp ahwdx 
■besiapen the vonwnnsneahen eh.eaai w ah the seiesoer Connection !vt\^\n dre ea or m id cpno 
parr, Use Examiner may aev new re«identity it with the channel between broker and channel 
*.b*srscs do nc\' ;\a we iVtb'^ 

!i as apparent therefore that Bass Mb to teach ^receiving a request from a subscribing 
application to subscribe to the conrmameahon channel," 

For reasons se; forth above, idna fads to disclose at least two oihhe hnshabons set forth 
so >J as.* a vh * fa h* to ,e Ovbs ihese dv.fsCwo* ses n> l k N icnvba-e ot ,bw, < haeabie ihc 
eonjmneaon <n thaa .oat 54*-w would voseanec to UJ* at bast dsn aao hsnnatmns disused 
above, 

r s new > v ,sh deoeo I oa *t ov |s v > ; ij s > c dsn-- a^ r d . d< a\ a ^ ws Tv. se we 

S * *. s-- * ** *. *. V \ 

Claim 38 md its progeny, claims 3tM8 :! have limitations similar to those of 
iora.wpoadn.sp, awna\t - honw ^ aad >'A thevane bvw bd c fes ,a L-aot hre vsnoe u awna- 

o^oen **.; \ oo-O os ,U ,« ;*•* 

Bass fails to teach or suggest an integration hob as recital in claim 28, 

fin t weo.ne^ nseaaww l * a rK\ns*e>>a ban a cwhw a *n a *k*^w; * -w >n „ 
"poblish/ssibseribe engine" found, in col, 8 S lines 36-65. This passage describes how a channel 



The Bxarniner also suggests that the chinned <s plur aliiy of immtbrmer classes" Is rnet by 
the pair of channel adapters hh 15 

This correspondence resudts In two logical duenimas First, there is the "chicken or the 
ocif pr-hk-ro dvn ,sree^ because the imognitioo huh would Noniehou' Vkoo u> ecrrv she 

channel adapter would carry instructions that define not only itself but the other dh&sw! adapter. 
We first discuss the "chicken or the egg" logical dilemma, 

Snppose that, as the Examiner suggests, the channel adapter 14 is indeed an integration 
hob and taai daaeU edapieu> 14, 1$ n*as a p;\aaiu\ of uunaiooYse; „Ua^o U\n, daon ,h\ 
ou J*eu ,w h,^^ ,n - 1 \!;-T.,!i t -r> > t ^anj uPa^se 14 s ev'nd* % \i ^mm ae; ;e elu^ 
racuau oa whsca o eae^ded u"ulm,e,i<>u\ to; ^h* nog a '„ouH\ae; to dehue t p\uahg^ *a 
u endorsee- c> ^e,- u e chaos u adapters 14, I?) " 

I he v o hd ioe ai d\u l no b ;^ vhaeu-, I aeapies 14 soUu.ho^ n\n\soo,\ a e to v the 
arstraction.< ha dchnega iis<d! h is noi dear whero ihes leaches tins or indeed if a' is ewu 
loaieahv possubae. 

lie. org d;s-.nej,eh tie. trochee *a Lhc ego" po>hb;a v-o r^v addu.^ »1e. p<>iennal e«mfd*, 

msduebons to define not only itself but the oflier huh, 

sh, ,u;m, 1 h > ^ eoophioh p^vm P ,c, uounrg >e bv ^\ si^v \ ;e ^om^c g s e\ ^ \^ 
ehrero> both eh atnel utupnms 14, 15 tivaa hone,- reea bed ^ aa aaieg? oaen hub s the two 
bu^oei rhguo II §5 4^dP be emnplaeh auc;\h,i \ee,ad,. 



v> :lh tb boaeg the -,..uw a vhaaivl adeplers 14, 15 ;o\; v aiuecaaOon bcdd" .o ?e-o:ed n> 
claim 28, then it would have to follow, item claim 28, that channel adaptor 14 has iosiructiosi; 
for defining channel adapter 1.4 and that channel adaptor 15 has instructions lor depning chan 

instruetvns u v d^ finon; elu. ed, ecapw> 15. and oeo\ ihvT chanue^ adarut 15 lib 
additional instraepoos for denning channel adapter 14, 

Ho Old looh <o ad bos w that the uwoovtooo ids heaieop oh mnei ad ipta 15 \u\*IU 
have to be in two places at once: at channel adapter 15 itself, and also at channel adapter id. 
Similarly, the bi^truehona for defining channel, adapter 14 would also he in two places at on.ee 
Us \ „ t o 

l! .> uncle u \ooso du^ . icaeue^ nVt? the *. haimd adapoas 14, 15 odss oasx dw 
uwuvjuwo-n s>» diohw-e, she niier channel adapuo 35, 14. b, kwt, a' js cocker !e o dn.^ wnba' 
even make loused sense. 

TK-v and o*hcs hoa^a; difhealues a oe esh\ because the oo^>m h e-rrcNpoad- a* e 
beovecn .do.es and the claim is contrived. As a result, the proposed correspondence eannot 
withstand even, a cursory logical analysis. Accordingly, Applicant requests that the Examiner 
reconsider sod perhaps withdraw ihc reio.uon 

Claim iwearofdos 

\ X% W \\S> ,\ ^ N C O W \ ^ v ^ 1 " vv ^ . \ , v v 

d\o o, o S ) tbv ^thcs haad 1° directed to th.C exchange o* mor^i-iOon an^op, ddlce,ov, ^uwo, I 
cwsnpV 5" o„CC\ Juu " [ T -,. ao oenw- oksnn^ I ,!d,ooe^\ pe^e* di^neahu ^, Cvie^ lo 
conmiameaie won each other." 



Xopsc.o^e ^\ - 5' es*\ \o ocbv v-> e\cf -.d .e p,>ve;. c-U uA^rv 1 ^!, -p* 
body of lbs? claim does not dope-id on the preamble ibr completeness but, .instead, the process 
oi stroaea d hmst moo*, are abba 10 sund aioce Wi 

However, this is not the case for the present claims. For each cia.;.;n. the body of that 
claim spee^tieany refer- to the "applications'* is the preamble of that claim, Hence, the process 

Summary 

How peikbag ;n this application, are claims 1 -4B. of which claims !, IS, 28. and 38 arc 
independent. No fees are behoved to be due in eosrrscciion with the tiling of this response. 
li-Hv^ei m jho^sjooi s.o, du, o; si a K*und ?e tbuhcetomp, pk\ico abmsf >'!-: dep-sn 

kxOUV >0 5 ^ CiOOU \ A V xO> ' * V '\S \S^pp ' 

Respectfully submitted. 
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